Abstract. The analysis of income at household level is highly important for understanding the poverty and for supporting the efforts to deal with poverty. Poverty measures can be calculated from a multitude of approaches. A common approach is to use household income and draw a minimum level of income required for a household to be considered above or below poverty. This paper looked at income at household level from a gender perspective and a marital status perspective in order to draw conclusions of the nature of household's characteristics that are associated with higher or lower income as a proxy for poverty. Based on data collected in a low income township in South Africa, the regression analysis was applied to investigate the differences between different marital statuses and gender and how they are associated with different levels of income. The regression results reveal that female headed households have, on average, lower incomes compared to male headed households, and also, that married heads of households have higher incomes compared to the single, divorced, and widowed. The widowed had the lowest average income.
Introduction
Poverty has become an operative word for most researchers and development practitioners and sometimes requires no definition. To assume that there is a consensus in the understanding of what poverty means is however erroneous. The fact that a poor person in one country may not be considered poor in another country, or the fact that there are households without income that are not poor, points to the differences in the understanding and hence the definition of poverty. In the preface of Sen, (1981) Essay on Poverty and Famines he points out that 'not everything about poverty is quite so simple. Even the identification of the poor and the diagnosis of poverty may be far from obvious when we move away from extreme and raw poverty' The analysis of household income at household level is thus an important aspect in the understanding of poverty and efforts to deal with human deprivation and poverty. Dollar and Kraay (2000) argued in their study that at national level income growth proxied by GDP growth can reduce poverty. At micro level poverty measures can be calculated from a multitude of approaches (Ravallion, 1996 (Ravallion, :5 2001 Rio Group, 2006:35) . A common approach is to use household income and draw a minimum level of income required for a household to be considered poor or non-poor (Ravallion 1996) . There is however a weakness in using income especially in households that are involved in subsistence farming. This however remains a better and easier method. Expenditure method is also linked to the income method, where households are asked on how much they spend, this suffers from similar weaknesses as those of the income method (Meyer & Sullivan, 2012) . However, assets can also be used to calculate household poverty or wellbeing (Barrett & Carter, 2006; Brandolini, et al. 2010) The use of income however become easy to compare situations and an absolute poverty line is a more agreed upon postulation among the many measures that exist the weaknesses notwithstanding. This paper uses income due to the limitation of the data collected in the survey, however it sets the starting point for subsequent studies in the same area that will build on the results to use more robust measures of poverty. The theories of poverty attempt to explain the origins and the causes of poverty and hence make room for better ways to circumvent the controversies surrounding the measures, but for purposes of this paper, that debate is not pursued. In this paper an analysis of the theories of poverty and the perceptions of poverty will be done in the literature review section only in a nutshell to make cognizance of the existence of the debate and how it informs the measures of poverty used in an analysis. The epistemology and the method of the data analysis will be explained in section three of the paper. The rest of the paper is organized as follows, section two is the literature review, and section three is the methodology and description of the data collection process.
The results and discussion are presented in section four and the last section presents the conclusion.
Literature Review
The measures of poverty have evolved over time from the basic income and expenditure approaches to now include approaches that are not easily monetized or quantified. The changes have been due to the developments that have taken place in the definitions of poverty and what needs to be included in understanding the Phenomenon. A good example to the evolution in the understanding of poverty may include the advent of the multidimensional poverty measurement (Alkire & Foster, 2013; Alkire, 2009 ) Understanding poverty and its antecedents is therefore an ever changing process as more and more approaches are discovered and incorporated into the main stream literature of poverty (Ravallion 1991; Meyer & Sullivan, 2012:112; Atkinson et al 1995 , Alkire et al. 2015 . Poverty has been considered to have a gender dimension to it as women are considered to be more likely fall into poverty than their male counterparts (Zick & Smith, 1991) . Other vulnerable groups which are in a sense more vulnerable than women include children and the disabled. There are a number of studies that have also linked marital status to poverty or even life longevity (Gove, 1973; Kobrin & Hendershot, 1977; Trovato & Lauris, 1998; Zick & Smith, 1991) . The reasoning behind the gender based income differentials is ubiquitous in the data emanating from the centuries old discrimination against women in all spheres of mankind, be-it in education, or in labour participation and even in the preference of boys to girls in the upbringing process. The gender disparity has changed substantially in most countries especially in the first world. The studies that looked at marital status differential however have pointed at different factors other than those of discrimination to be some of the factors that explain the differences. A study by Zick and Smith (1991) looked at the effect of marital transition, poverty and gender on mortality. The mortality aspect is not of interest in this paper although the logic behind the results found in Zick and Smith may also make a lot of sense in understanding income differentials in gender and marital status.
In looking at the importance of marital status categorization as a determinant of poverty, it is worth noting that marriage in the 21 st century is not as popular as it was in the previous century, and divorce has become more acceptable than before (Mergenhagen, et al., 1985) . Reasons to the acceptance of divorces as a new normal may be found in other disciplines and not necessarily in economics. Data from national surveys show that there are currently more divorces than previous decades and fewer marriages than previous years (Society at a glance 2016; STATSSA 2014). A report by OECD shows that marriage rate defined as Crude marriage Rates are at their lowest in most of the OECD countries. CMR is defined as number of marriages per 1000 people, it is at an average of 4.6 for the OECD countries. However divorces also defined as number per 1000 people has reached an all-time high increasing by over 50% for the average OECD countries between 1970 and 2012 (Society at a glance 2016) Although economic explanations maybe present in the understanding. A bold guess would be that women used to rely on men for economic survival, they still do in developing countries, and hence marriage was a way out of poverty. In the modern days women are at the same level as men in most cases and hence people marry for other reason other than money, or do they? The claim that women are on the same level as men may be overstating the fact. There has been a lot of progress made especially in the developed world, but the same is not the case in developing countries, especially in the sub-Saharan Africa.
Gender and poverty
There is a vast body of literature on the link between gender and poverty (Jackson, 1998; Chant, 2006; . The understanding of gendered poverty is not as straight forward as the proclamation that women are poorer than men, or that women are more venerable to poverty than men, it is beyond the materialistic thinking. Cecile Jackson in (1998) argued as to whether the discussion should be women and poverty or gender and wellbeing? Her argument was that the issue is beyond materials. She stated that "I have noted the tendency in development discourses to represent gender issues in development as variants of poverty problems and to reduce gender disadvantage to a claim that women are over-represented among the poor" This to her is a misrepresentation of the issue. Although it can be agreed that the over representation is true, her argument is that, that's not all, there is more to the gendered poverty discourse as is well document by works of Chant (Chant, 2006; Chant, 2008) . Women face poverty in more ways than men and women's responsibilities in dealing with poverty may come from angles that are akin to men.
Marital status and poverty
The marital status connection to poverty maybe derived from a number of factors that are associated with marriage. Zick and Smith (1991) in their research on the relationship between marital status and death argued that married people live longer than the other categories. The higher advantages of the married people relative to the other categories are based on two main explanations. The first is that healthier and in the same reasoning, successful people are more likely to be selected for long term relationships. The other explanation is that marriage encourages people to live a good and acceptable life style. This is enforced by a network of relatives that come about due to marriage (Helsing, et al. 1981:808; Zick, Smith, 1991) . It can be extended in the same line of thinking that people that enter into marriage are more likely to be those with a stable flow of income possibly with a job and a good level of education. This is based on what I would term the natural selection process. If a person, especially a man is not able to prove ability to provide enough for survival or sustainability, the chance that they will be accepted or selected into marriage or long term relationship is very small. It is not non-existent, but it is very small. This may explain the expectation therefore that those in marriage are more likely to be outside the poverty bracket much more than those that are not married. In that line of argument therefore it is not the marital status itself that is responsible of the income level. Although with the second line of think, the enforced good behavior hypothesis, marriage may be responsible for higher levels of income.
Marital status however can be categories into more than married and single categories. In the not married categories, there are more categories, both post and pre marriage categories.
Methodology
Data used in this study were collected in Boipatong Township in 2013. A household survey was administered to 300 households. The sample size was arrived at based on previous studies that used a similar sample size and came up with valid results (Dubihlela, et al 2014; Sekhampu, 2013) Households were randomly selected from a map of the area, and where a house that was pre-selected was not found on the site, the next house used in its place. Heads of households were interviewed on a number of issues including their income level gender and marital status. This study decided to isolate the marital status of the heads of household and gender of the heads of household and regress them with income. This is important as most models have used a combination of many demographic characteristics and hence become difficult to isolate the importance of gender and marital status. The importance of isolating gender and marital status is the fact that there have been studies that have shown that men earn more than women. An IMF by Kinoshita and Guo, (2015) pointed out that more men work than women in most countries, and they get paid more for similar work. In many countries, girls and women have less access to education, health and finance than boys and men.
Model Specification
The aim of the study was to investigate the differences in household income based on the gender and marital status of the head of household. An ANOVA (Analysis of Variance) model is estimated as this regression model has qualitative explanatory variables only (Gujarati & Porter, 2009:283) . A separate ANOVA model was run for marital status before combining marital status and gender. The model was specified as follows
Where Y is household income, 0 is the intercept term 1 . . are the coefficients for the different marital status categories that are represented by 1 . Marital status responses had seven categories namely, never married, married, divorced, separated, widowed, cohabiting and child. In the sample there were no children so the child category was removed. Married and separated were further grouped together as one group, the basic justification of grouping married and separated as one category was that separated people are by definition still married and most circumstances financial obligations remain unchanged between the partners. The final marital status variable had 4 categories namely never married, Married, Divorced and widowed.
are the coefficient and the dummy for gender respectively.
The dummy variables are there defined as follows; 1 dummy variable for never married defined as 1 for never married and 0 all other values. 2 dummy for Marred defined as 1 for married and 0 all other values. 3 dummy variable for divorced defined as 1 for divorced and 0 all other values. 4 dummy variable for widowed defined as 1 for widowed and 0 otherwise. In an Anova model or any categorical variable, n-1 dummy variables are need for a categorical variable with n categories. In this case 3 dummy variables are used for marital status with 4 categories. The dummy for gender is defined as 1 for female and 0 for male.
The model to be estimated will therefore take the following form
The forth category which is Married is therefore the reference category meaning that all the coefficients will be compared to married who will take the value of the coefficient. 
Results and discussion

Source: Survey Data
The number distribution of the sample between males and females is balanced enough so that the numbers in the marital status categories should not be skewed due to under representation of one category. Table 3 is a cross-tabulation of gender and marital status to see which category between males and females is more represented in the married category. The results in table 3 indicate that there is a difference in the representation of males and females in the group. Table 4 also confirms that there is a significant difference between the marital status of males and females in the sample. A big representation amounting to 85.2% within the married or living together are males, and females only take up 14.8% of the living together or married. This only means that in the households where there is both partners, it was the males that were reported as the head of household. In the 14.8% of the married or living together, the head of household was the female, these could be households where the female is a bread winner or where both partners are female. 
Source: Calculations from survey data
The household heads that reported to be in the 'never married' category were predominantly females, taking up 78.5% compared to only 21.5% for males. This revelation needs a deeper digging to understand as to why there are more female single headed households compared to male single headed households. Would it mean that men do not head household as single parents? If that is the case why? Is it the case that when they are not married males live under some head until they marry? This number should not be confused with separated or divorced who are in their own category. There are more questions to this results than there are answers. This could be the whole explanation behind the vulnerability of women falling into poverty than men. Since married people are more likely to have a higher income and escape poverty, and more men are likely to live in a married situation than female, then it follows that women are indeed more likely to fall into poverty. The reasons could be the same as those used to explain higher incomes in households where the head of household is married. 
The Pearson Chi-Square Test reported in table 4 confirms the differences in marital status between males and females in the data. A p-value of 0.000 means that we reject the null hypothesis of no significant difference between the gender categories in terms of marital status, and conclude that there is a significant difference in marital status between males and females. 
The results of the Anova regression model are reported in table 5. The regression is known as an Anova or analysis of variance regression because all the explanatory variables are categorical variables, meaning that the regression basically looks at how the dependent variable varies across the categories of the explanatory variable(s). It can also be calculated to see how much each category would have as an average in terms of the dependent variable, hence in the case average household income based on the marital status and gender of the head of the household.
The category 'Widowed" is not entered in the regression based on the rule of how to deal with categorical variables in a regression. Given a variable with N categories, then N-1 dummy variables are entered in the regression. If all N categories were to be entered it would create a problem of perfect multicollinearity. So for marital status, widowed is not entered and hence it takes the value of the constant, but also on gender, males are not entered based on the same N-1 principle, and hence widowed male head of households take the value of the constant. In this case the results show that widowed male head of households have an average income of R1622.25. On the other hand widowed female heads of household on average have a monthly income of R999.15 (R1622.25-R623.096). A summary of the average incomes are therefore as follows; Table 6 presents the monthly average incomes for the households with heads belonging to the different marital status and gender categories. The lowest earners are the widowed female heads of households, and the highest earners are the male married or living together heads of households. The summary of results confirms the hypothesis that marriage is associated with higher levels of household income whether the head is male or female. This could be explained by the same explanation as that given in Helsing, et al. (1981:808) and Zick and Smith, (1991) that its people with good income that are selected into marriages and not necessarily marriage helping people to have higher income. The higher income among the married could also be explained by the fact that it is combined income from the two partners in the marriage.
Conclusion
The study has revealed a number of interesting results; first that there are more single female headed households than are of male in Boipatong Township this is difficult to conclude based on this study. This idea should be narrowed to be a picture in the current sample. The fact that there are more male headed households in the married category is not surprising as men are considered a de-facto head of households in married couples. Although a reasonable percentage of married households reported females as the head and this may mean a movement from the traditional 'man is head' to a new definition of head, which may include the one earning the income or a higher income between the two. This also agrees with a number of studies on poverty with marital status of the head of household (Grobler, Dunga, 2014; Makhalima, Sekatane, Dunga, 2014; Meyer, Dunga, 2014) .
The paper has also confirmed the perception in the literature that married people are at an advantage in terms of having on average a higher income than the other categories. The widowed females have the lowest income of all the categories. This lower income among the widows could be an indication of women that relied on their husbands to provide, as it is shown by the fact that widowed males income is higher than that of widowed women, divorced and never married women. This point to the age old understanding that women are more vulnerable than men, and that the fight for gender equality needs to continue, especially in-terms of income. The fact that married heads of households have a higher income may also be based on the fact that they have combined income from the two partners. There is need for more studies to understand the importance of marriage especially in the contemporary age where there are more divorces than there are marriages. The study raises more questions, interesting questions that make further investigations into the characteristics of these households pertinent. The study recommends more in-depth analysis of the dynamics between male and female headed households, and the relationship between marital status and incomes, taking into account the structure of the households and making comparisons in other similar townships in South Africa
